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The Honorable Charles W. Stenholm 6 m‘
U.S. House of Representatives FEDERA
1211 Longworth House Office Building m‘%ﬂm

Washington, DC 20515
Dear Congressman Stenholm:

This is in reply to your letter of May 17, 1994, on behalf of your
constituent, R. E. "Archie" Archibald, a board member of the Howard County
911 Communication District, who is interested in the implementation of
Enhanced 911 (E-911) technology in the Personal Communication Services
industry.

On September 23, 1993, the Commission adopted a Second Report and
Order in GEN Docket No. 90-314 that established rules for new Personal
Communications Services (PCS). In this Order, we urged the PCS industry
and standards-setting bodies to "direct particular attention [to] offering
an emergency 911 capability that would work with enhanced-911 systems
{E-911) and, to the extent feasible, permit locating a caller in
situations where the caller is unable to state his location." Also, we
indicated that we were contemplating the initiation of a future rule
making proceeding "to address E-911 and related issues with regard to PCS,
cellular, and any other relevant mobile service."

In response to our Order, the Texas Attorney General’'s Office filed
a Petition for Reconsideration requesting that we require PCS licensees to
provide E-911 service as a condition of license, and that we require
development of a single, uniform standard for PCS E-911 service. There
were a number of comments filed in support of Texas’ petition. Several
companies expressed concern about the potentially significant added costs
of providing precise E-911 location information, as well as the delays
that an FCC mandate for providing such information could bring to PCS
development.

We are carefully considering the Texas petition and the comments
filed in response to it. Because of the importance of this issue, we are
considering the initiation of a separate rule making proceeding later this
year dedicated exclusively to the E-911 capabilities of mobile telephone
services. Such a proceeding would allow us to fully address all
regulatory aspects of E-911, and to develop the most fair and effective
regulations possible. In the meantime, a joint industry group consisting
of representatives from the Association of Public-Safety Communications
Officials (APCO), the National Emergency Number Association (NENA), and
the Personal Communications Industry Association (PCIA), have been working
to develop a common position on how PCS E-911 service should be
implemented. We expect the results of those discussions to be filed with

the Commission shortly. .
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The Honorable Charles W. Stenholm 2.

We appreciate your constituent’s thoughts on this important topic
and have added them, along with your letter, to the record in the PCS
proceeding.

Sincerely, Z?f;jf

Thomas P. Stanley
Chief Engineer

Richard B. Engelman Julius P. Knapp e

Chief, OET/AED/TSB Chief, OET/AED

cc (w/incoming): Secretary, for inclusion in GEN Docket 90-314

cc: Chief Engineer
Julius Knapp
Richard Engelman
Robert Bromery
Art Wall 31030/EQU/4-2-0
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Chairman Reed Hundt

Federal Communications Commission

1919 M Street, NW

Room 802

Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Chairman Hundt:

my assistance. I am forwarding the request to you in the

that you may be able to assist me in responding to my
constituent.

offer would be greatly appreciated.

at (202) 225-6605.
On behalf of my constituent, I want to thank you for your
you in the near future.

With my best wishes, I remain

Sincerely yours,

Q f.u

Charles W. Stenholm
Member c¢f Congress
CWS:djh

. . € yayd ’ please Respond to:
CHARLES W. STENHOLM ?'k 0‘/_} A WASHINGTON OFFICE:

0 \121‘ LONGWORTH HOUSE QFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

(202) 225-6605

DISTRICT OFFICES
P.O. Box 1237
STAMFORD, TX 79553
(915) 773-3623

P.0. Box 1101
ABILENE, TX 79604
(915) 673-7221
E. TWOHIG AVENUE, #318
San ANGELO. TX 76903
£915) 655:7994
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I have recently received the enclosed correspondence requesting

hope

If you would review the attached information, and look into this
situation, any information, suggestions or advice that you could

If you have any questions or comments regarding this matter,
please feel free to contact Daniel Hassan in my Washington office

assistance in this matter. I am looking forward to hearing from



Sample letter to FCC

PCS/cellular access to E911

Reed Hundt

Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: GN Docket 90-314, Personal Communications Service (PCS)

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Commission’s Second Report and Order in the referenced proceeding last
Qctoher adopted regulations for the new mobile rudiotelephone service called
PCS, and it appcars that you may grant the {irst licenses lawe this year or early in
1995. But an important piece of lifesaving business remains unfinished:
Identifying and locating 911 callers who use mobile phones.

The Commission’s October order recognized the problem, at §139:

The industry and standards-setting bodies should direct
particular attention [to] offaring an emergency 911

capability that would work with cnhanced 911 systems

(E-911) and. to the extent feasible, permit locating a

caller in situations where that caller is unable to state his -
location. We are particularly concerned that unless an

[-911 capability is desigued into PCS svsiems, dialing

911 from a PCS telephone will not be equivalent to

dialing 911 fram a traditional wired telephone. (emphasis added)

The Commission said it could not requirec E-911 capability for PCS now, but
would soon open another proceeding to look at the problem.

The Texas emergency communications agency, supported by /{_ other states and
by thc National Emergency Numbcr Association (NENA) has asked the
Cowrnission to rcconsider its October decision not to require E-911 for PCS
immediately. These staics and NENA have asked you ta adapt the requirement in
the rules, or to make it a condition of PCS license, while leaving the industry and
standards-setting bodic¢s to come up with the precise technical methods.



Mr. Chairman, PCS cquipment is being designed and readied for manufacture
right now. The industry has made clear its answer: Let us introduce PCS without
E-911, and we’ll try to add the capability later. But many technologies for
locating PCS callers are available now, and the Commission has the power to
require manufucturers aud service providers o settle quickly on thc best solution.

Every day in this country, thousands of the hundreds of thousands of 911 calis
placed arc cries for help where the small children or other victims do not know
or caunot pive their locations. But more than three out of four wire telephones
arc cquipped to identify and locate those callers automarically anyway. That is
not truc for cellular telephones, and it won't he true for PCS calling unless and
until the FCC requires E-911 from the beginning. -

Chairman Hundt, on behalf of the dedicated E911 emergency communications
and rasponse workers in my [district} {state]. I urge the Commission to reconsider
thc October order and to require E91] for PCS from the start of service. Please
let me know the status and timing of both the reconsideration and scparate
proceedings in which this lifesaving problem can and must be solved. Every day
without a solution is a day when lives are needlessly lost or endangered.

Sincerely,
{Congressman or Senator|

¢c:  Thomas P. Stanley, Chief Engineer
GN Docket 90-314
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April 12, 1994 -

jRepresentatlve Stenholm
. Room 1212 Longworth Ooffice Bldg
- Washlngton, D. C.A20515 : P
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'ffDear~Representat1ve Stenholm.;mt

.atten 1on,

: It lS the greatest sense of urgency that I bring;
rstirife

which could’ result, 1n ionesof;

fToday, more than 70% of “our’ natlon -8 - populace’
access emergency ‘service by dlallng 9-1-1." % Almostv90% of‘those

1mmed1ately 1dent1fy the caller' s telephone number and - locatlon,}
. commonly referred to as (ANI) Automatic Number Identification,: andf
(ALI) Automatic Location Identlflcatlon, from aifixed hard wire
_locatlon during times of emergencies. Tlme after time“=c, :
- case,’:

and accurate manner, saving lives and property.f

The issue at hand relates to .our Natlonal Telecommunlcatlons
Industry,. which has been actlvely “pursuing - ' the“design ‘an
_,development of new wireless services called P.* ‘C. e ‘*(Personal;
-Communications Service)...  PCS’s: are apparently “the -wave of<th
future and will operate similar to cellular vhones. ' The* svstemsgA
will utilize small, wireless inexpensive phones to transmit: phone “:
conversation over short distances to numerous transmitsites,: and '
once competitively manufactured, they will be rapidly marketed and
deployed throughout America durlng the next year or’ two.. There are - .
numerous test programs already underway across the country.
Unfortunately, dialing Enhanced 9-1-1 from a PCS telephone will not
be equivalent to dialing Enhanced 9-1-1 from a tradltlonal wired
telephone. : :

The situation is so serious, that even though representatives of
V both the National Emergency Number Association (NENA) and the
; Associated Public Safety Communications Officer’s (APCO) took the
| initiative of personally travelling to Washington, D. C. on
September 10, 1993 to meet and present information concerning this
imminent life safety issue before key staff members of each of the

ACorp Propertiay, INC. « 708 Main Street « Big Spring, Texas 79720 ¢ 915-263-4606 ¢ FAX 915-263-4641 .



Represemtatire‘stenholm
April 12, 1994
. Page 2--u<ru__w

| three FCC COmmlssloner's, as well as before the Chlef Englneer of

Absent any formal.mandate or standard.by’the Federal Comnunicatlonsj

the F.C.C. The general Docket #90-314, released on October 22,
1993 only draws attention to the problem and suggests that the;

.industry should provide Enhanced 9-1-1 capablllty.- The Federal -
‘Communications Commission ‘Ruling :claims -~ that’' there " is -not"=
sufflcient record.before the Commission to. 1mpose an E9-1 -1 -mandate

This decision 1s totally:unacceptable,-and_ls )ust one’ more example
“in which the life safety of our citizens throughout America has not
‘oten oroaght-to“the foxef ont.“ﬁ%,_, 2

~Commission, requlring the Teleconuunicatlons Industry ‘tosprovide ik
“Enhanced ° 9-1-1 capability from Personal’ CommunlcatlonshSystems“k
dev1ces prlor to thelr 1mp1ementatlons in the future."‘ ,ﬁ.'

“THE VITAL LIFE SAVING TECHNOLOGY OF ENHANCED 9-1-1 SYSTEMS AS WEiﬁ;5-
KNOW THEM TODAY, WOULD BE RENDERED VIRTUALLY OBSOLETE."f‘ o

therally millions of dollars invested in 11fe safety by Local :
County, State and Federal Government entities, ‘and the- related“ﬁ'h
-industry would be wasted. The health, safety, and welfare of. our - -
citizenry throughout America would become the'ultlmate sacrlflce 1f"'

we allow such a traglc scenario to occur.; '

We are currently in a similar 51tuatlon as cellular phones become.-
cheaper and easier to acquire. Currently there is talk of changing
the legislation that governs cellular type serv1ce. “Even this is
met w1th some re51stance. ‘ LR T

Enclosed is a form 1etter to Chairman Rned Hundt. . If vou can see
Yyour way to pass this important information along 1t would make for
a safer America. N

YourswtrUIY:

{e" Archibald
Board Member ,
Howard County 911 Communication District

REA/ar
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